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Improving the replicability and reproducibility of research published in the Journal
of Research in PersonalityIt goes without saying that editors of scientiﬁc journals strive to
publish research that is not only theoretically interesting but also
methodologically rigorous. The goal is to select papers that ad-
vance the ﬁeld. Accordingly, editors want to publish ﬁndings that
can be reproduced and replicated by other scientists. Unfortu-
nately, there has been a recent ‘‘crisis in conﬁdence’’ among psy-
chologists about the quality of psychological research (Pashler &
Wagenmakers, 2012). High-proﬁle cases of repeated failures to
replicate widely accepted ﬁndings, documented examples of ques-
tionable research practices, and a few cases of outright fraud have
led some to question whether there are systemic problems in the
way that research is conducted and evaluated by the scholarly
community. It is critical to acknowledge that these issues are not
unique to Psychology; the concerns that have been raised affect re-
search in all scientiﬁc disciplines (see Ioannidis, 2005). However,
regardless of whether Psychology is better or worse than other
ﬁelds, improvements in the quality of research that is conducted
and published in psychological journals can only beneﬁt the ﬁeld
and science as a whole. Thus, the editorial team at the Journal of Re-
search in Personality is continually looking for ways to improve the
quality of research that is published in these pages.
In an ideal world—one with limitless resources—the path for-
ward would be clear. All studies would be adequately powered;
exploratory and conﬁrmatory research would be clearly distin-
guished, and the latter would be subject to pre-registration; study
materials and raw data would be archived for examination and use
by others; and replications would be highly valued and common-
place. In reality, time and money are limited; and researchers must
decide how to allocate their resources in such a way as to advance
science, while still meeting expectations regarding publications
and grants. Once the reality of limited resources is acknowledged,
then agreement about the precise steps that should be taken is
harder to attain.
Our view is that at least in the initial stages of methodological
reform, we should target those changes that bring the most bang
for the buck. When considering the issues, we asked ‘‘which
changes could easily be implemented, would not require a great
deal more resources, yet would still lead to substantial improve-
ments in the quality of work that was published?’’ The policies that
we came up with will not solve all the ﬁeld’s problems. Indeed, we
anticipate that as the ﬁeld moves forward with these reforms, fur-
ther improvements in standards and practices will be needed.
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over the past year or two.
First, a major problem in the ﬁeld has been small sample sizes
and a general lack of power and precision (Cohen, 1962). This
not only leads to problems detecting effects that actually exist, it
also results in lower precision in parameter estimates and system-
atically inﬂated effect size estimates. In addition, articles with large
numbers of low-powered studies, all of which ﬁnd statistically sig-
niﬁcant support for a ﬁnding, paradoxically provide less support
for a phenomenon than papers that report some failures to reach
statistical signiﬁcance (Francis, 2012; Schimmack, 2012). Further-
more, running large numbers of weakly powered studies increases
the chance of obtaining artifactual results (Bakker, van Dijk, &
Wicherts, 2012). For this reason, the editors of JRP are committed
to increasing the power of studies published in the Journal. All sub-
missions will be evaluated with respect to power before being sent
out for review; submissions deemed to be severely underpowered
will be rejected without review.
Given the importance of power and precision, authors are
strongly encouraged to consider these issues when planning stud-
ies. Authors who submit to JRP should ensure that their studies are
adequately powered, and they should provide a discussion of
power in their papers. Speciﬁcally, authors should (a) discuss what
size effect they expect to ﬁnd, (b) defend this expectation by refer-
ring to relevant prior empirical work, and (c) estimate the power to
detect the expected effect with the sample size that is planned. If
no evidence exists to guide judgments about reasonable effect
sizes, researchers should err on the side of larger samples and
higher power to provide increased precision. For instance,
researchers might want to plan studies that are adequately pow-
ered to detect effects of the size that meta-analyses have suggested
are typical within an area of research or within the ﬁeld as a whole.
Of course, there are situations where power simply cannot be in-
creased. Studies with difﬁcult-to-obtain populations, longitudinal
studies that are conducted over many years, or studies that involve
especially onerous procedures can sometimes only be conducted
with sample sizes that are smaller than is desirable. Thus, low
powered studies will not necessarily be rejected. However, an ex-
plicit discussion of this issue will allow editors, reviewers, and
readers to evaluate the strength of the evidence and may highlight
speciﬁc issues that should be considered when interpreting results.
Second, the editors of JRP believe that transparency in the scien-
tiﬁc process is of utmost importance. All authors who submit to the
journal must abide by standard principles for research conduct,
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verify the ﬁndings reported in the published paper. To facilitate
greater transparency, all authors who submit to JRP will be asked
to certify that they will share their data with researchers who
make such a request. Authors can stipulate that shared data be
used for veriﬁcation purposes only. If such a data sharing arrange-
ment is not possible, authors must disclose at the time of submis-
sion the reasons why data cannot be shared. The editors will
consider these reasons in their evaluation of the paper. Authors
should remember that according to most ethical guidelines,
deidentiﬁed data is not human subjects research, and thus, institu-
tional review boards should generally allow for this type of data
sharing arrangement. Moreover, authors are encouraged to con-
sider issues of data sharing when submitting IRB applications for
all future studies.
JRP has resources to link the underlying data to the article itself,
and authors will be encouraged (though not required) to post their
raw data with their articles upon publication. In addition, authors
are encouraged to use on-line supplemental material to report
additional information that cannot be included in the main text
but that help improve the transparency of their investigation
(e.g., large correlation matrices that allow others to replicate struc-
tural equation modeling results, alternative analyses that investi-
gate the robustness of effects, scatterplots that illustrate the
nature of the association between two variables).
Finally, the editors of JRP strongly believe that highly powered
replication studies are essential to scientiﬁc progress. Although
JRP has for many years considered and published replication stud-
ies (including failures to replicate), we are now, on a trial basis,
expanding this policy to encourage even more replications. Specif-
ically, we invite authors to submit especially strong replication at-
tempts of studies that were published in JRP in the past ﬁve years
(or older studies that are frequently cited). Authors should assume
that effect sizes will not be as large as those published in the ori-
ginal paper, and they should choose sample sizes that have more
than adequate power to detect a smaller effect size than the pub-
lished estimate. Authors of replication studies should also attempt
to obtain the original study materials from the original authors,
and any difﬁculties encountered should be noted. Furthermore,
after conducting the research, authors should calculate conﬁdence
intervals around their estimated effect sizes and compare them to
the original effect size estimates and to the null hypothesis when
reporting their results.
During the trial period, replication reports will be considered in
the Brief Report format. Replication reports should include briefintroduction and discussion sections that succinctly report the goal
of the initial paper. Manuscripts submitted through this new policy
will be subjected to an abbreviated review process that simply
evaluates whether the research was conducted competently. Rep-
lication attempts that follow these guidelines and are judged to
have adequate methods will typically be accepted at JRP regardless
of the results that are obtained. Although pre-registration is not re-
quired, authors who have questions about whether their planned
study is likely to be accepted can contact the editor-in-chief before
conducting the study to get feedback on these issues.
No set of guidelines or policies can immediately, and without
controversy, solve the problem of unreplicable research. However,
there appear to be some relatively unambiguous areas for
improvement, and it is these areas that we chose to target with
the new policies. Of course, these changes are part of a continual
reevaluation of the criteria we use to evaluate papers at JRP, and
it is likely that standards will continue to rise. We are optimistic
that the discussion surrounding the controversies of the past few
years will lead to meaningful improvements in the quality of re-
search that is published at JRP and throughout the ﬁeld.
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